Introduction
This is a report on a new study of aesthetic judgments made by a large community participating over the internet in a collective art project, the Electric Sheep, created by Scott Draves. To this system we have applied the ideas of Clint Sprott of fractal dimension as an aesthetic measure. Our study thus combines the Electric Sheep of Draves and the fractal aesthetics of Sprott.
The Electric Sheep home page is available from electricsheep.org. We begin by describing the Electric Sheep network, and then our project and results. In short, we find the aesthetic judgments of an internet community of about 20,000 people on a set of 6,400 fractal images confirms the earlier findings of a unimodal distribution with a peak near dimension 1.5. We then review the history of fractal aesthetics to put this work in context, and conclude.
The Electric Sheep Network
Fractal Flames [Draves, 2004] The Electric Sheep [Draves, 2005] consists of the sheep server and a large number of clients, which are screen-savers on internet-connected computers owned by users. When they run, the clients connect to the server to form a distributed super-computer, which we call the render farm, an idea pioneered by SETI@Home [Anderson, 2002] . 
The Project and Findings
In the spirit of experimental aesthetics pioneered by Clint Sprott, we expected a correlation between the fractal dimension and the rating of the sheep. Fractal flames are attractors, or fixed points, of two-dimensional functions, with an independent third dimension displayed via a color palette, and brightness determined by density. For simplicity we ignored the color so the dimension computed here is a real number between zero and two.
Each frame of a sheep animation has a Fractal Dimension, FD. This is the correlation dimension, or D2 of Grassberger and Procaccia, which we computed by the algorithm of Sprott [1983] . This works by measuring correlations between points produced by the iteration, rather than by analyzing the resulting image.
The FD of a sheep varies over time, so we define the Average Fractal Dimension or AFD of a sheep to be the average of 20 frames evenly spaced (by rotations of 18 degrees) throughout the sheep.
Unfortunately it would take too long to compute the AFD of all the sheep, so Fig. 3 uses the FD of the first frame of each sheep. Fortunately FD and AFD differ little: Fig. 4 shows the similarity between FD and AFD. We computed AFD for the 1109 sheep with non-zero rating. Figure 5 shows a scatter plot of AFD vs FD, the correlation is 0.92.
The flock 165 database contained records of 6,396 sheep where we could compute the dimension: 2,604 from the genetic algorithm, 2,598 random, and 1,194 user-designed. We plot two frequency distributions with these four categories: on the top in Fig. 3 is the number of sheep of that dimension (bins are 0.05 wide), on the bottom is the sum total of ratings of sheep of that dimension.
In short, we find that sheep of AFD between 1.5 and 1. 
Conclusions
We have confirmed the findings of Sprott, Aks and Sprott, and Fred Abraham et al. Our group of experimental subjects, as well as the number of images used, is much larger than the earlier studies, however Fig. 6 remains to be explained. In addition, our research opportunity, the Electric Sheep project, is ongoing, evolving in complexity, and increasing in size. We have thus the opportunity to continue posing hypotheses and seeking new results. The ratings line is omitted where it has less than 100 samples. 
